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Service system innovation and firm
competitiveness in an emerging market: The role
of corporate governance system

Akpan Ekom Etim'*, Anthony Aniagbaoso Igwe®’, Mamdouh Abdulaziz Saleh Al-Faryan? and
Ben Etim Udoh®

Abstract: The study empirically examined the effect of service system innovation
on firm competitiveness in Nigeria, an emerging market, focusing on the country’s
telecommunication sector. Additionally, the moderating effect of the corporate
governance system on service system innovation—firm competitiveness nexus was
observed. Data were collected using a survey instrument from 230 respondents. The
study followed a cross-sectional research design while the study hypotheses were
tested using the partial least square—structural equation model (PLS-SEM).
Analyses revealed that service system innovation as represented by idea develop-
ment, service development, and commercialization enhance firm competitiveness.
Implying that idea development, service development, and commercialization are
essential for higher levels of firm competitiveness. In addition, corporate

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Ekom Etim Akpan is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Management, University of Nigeria,
Enugu Campus. He holds an M.Sc. in Management from University of Nigeria, and a B.Sc. in
Management from the University of Port Harcourt, Nigeria. He is a certified data analyst from
Federal University of Technology, Akure (FUTA), Nigeria. He has published several articles in local
and international journals including Sage. Mr. Ekom’s research interests are in operations and produc-
tion management, information management systems, service innovation and contemporary statistical
data analysis techniques.

Igwe, Anthony Aniagbaoso is a Catholic Priest of Enugu Diocese. He is an amazing writer, brilliant
management consultant and a self-defined “conflict manager”. He is currently a Reader (Associate
Professor of Management), and doubles as the Diocesan Health Coordinator and Administrator of all
the Enugu Diocesan Catholic Hospitals. He is at presence the Coordinator of the Doctoral Programmes
of University of Nigeria Business School as well as a visiting lecturer to Godfrey Okoye University and
ESUT Business School both in Enugu State, Nigeria.

Mamdouh Abdulaziz Saleh Al-Faryan is a visiting researcher at the School of Accounting, Economics
and Finance, Faculty of Business and Law, University of Portsmouth as well as a Consultant in
Economics and Finance. Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. He is a member of forty national and international
professional associations. He has worked tirelessly to expand his experience and financial acumen,
which would guide him down the path into leadership and higher levels of responsibility. So far, he has
several publications in the fields of economics, finance, corporate governance, and accounting, which
have been published in top international journals. He also serves as a reviewer for a number of
international journals and holds Academic and Research distinctions.

Ben Etim Udoh holds a Ph.D in Management from the University of Nigeria, Enugu Campus. He
currently works in the same department lecturing courses such as Macro Economics, Strategy
Management, Business Policy and Research Methodology. Dr. Ben is widely published including pub-
lications in Elsevier journals. He has presented papers in both local and international conferences.

© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group.

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribu-
tion, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. The terms on
which this article has been published allow the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in

a repository by the author(s) or with their consent.

© @

Page 1 of 23


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Ekom Etim et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2220202 O;K-: cogent P b us | Nness & mana ge me nt

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202

governance system was found to boost the relationship between service system
innovation and firm competitiveness. The study offers new understanding into the
role of service system innovation in competitiveness of the telecommunication
firms especially in developing economies such as Nigeria. The study also shows that
the corporate governance system contributes significantly to the success of tele-
communication firms. Further, the study provides evidence on the characteristics of
service system innovation, corporate governance system, and firm competitiveness
within the telecommunication industry. In addition, the study developed and vali-
dated an instrument for measuring service system innovation, firm competitiveness,
and corporate governance system within a developing economy which may be
adopted by future studies when examining these variables. Furthermore, the study
confirms the usefulness of dynamic capabilities theory in understanding service
system innovation, firm competitiveness, and corporate governance.

Subjects: Innovation Management; Corporate Governance; Organizational Studies;
Strategic Management

Keywords: Service system innovation; idea development; service development;
commercialization; organizational competitiveness; and corporate governance system

JEL Classification: 031; G34; L96

1. Introduction

In today’s chaotic business environment, service system innovation is attracting enormous atten-
tion among management scholars and managers of service firms, especially managers of tele-
communication firms since they are confronted with intense pressures from several stakeholders
including mobile line subscribers, industrial clients, financial institutions, government institutions,
competitors, and regulators (Anyebe & Zubairu, 2019; Perano et al., 2018). Service system innova-
tion is important to mobile telecommunication firms because it helps the firms to manoeuvre their
ways and be resilient despite the pressures from the environment (Weerawardena & McColl-
Kennedy, 2002; Ying et al., 2019).

The relationship between innovation and competitiveness has been explored by several scholars
(Akhuand & Abbas, 2021; Alter, 2008; Clark & Guy, 1998; Gu, 2022; Javaid & Afridi, 2015; Jegede
et al, 2012). Specifically, Jegede et al. (2012) did a study on innovation and competitiveness
among local oil and gas services firms in Nigeria and found a statistically significant relationship
between the variables while Akhuand and Abbas (2021) focused on the determinants of interna-
tional competitiveness in Pakistan. Again, Javaid and Afridi (2015) explored factors contributing to
competitiveness but at the national level. Despite the numerous studies on innovation and
competitiveness, there seems to be limited studies on innovation and competitiveness at the
organisational level since most of the studies focused on competitiveness at the national or
international levels (e.g., Akhuand & Abbas, 2021; Jegede et al., 2012). Besides, in terms of
composition, innovation is frequently measured with product/service, process, market, and admin-
istrative innovation (Wang & Ahmed, 2004), whereas this study sees innovation through systems
and service perspectives, hence, service system was added to the construct making it service
system innovation (SSI) and measured with idea development, service development, and com-
mercialization in line with Mahmood et al. (2014).

Although some progress has been made in exploring the relationship between service system
innovation and firm competitiveness (Efendi et al., 2020; Kiveu et al., 2019; Noorani, 2014), there is
limited empirical evidences on the influence of corporate governance system as a moderator
between service system innovation and firm competitiveness despite corporate governance
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being recognised as a booster of service system innovation (Hove-Sibanda et al, 2017) and
affirmed to contribute significantly to firm competitiveness (Nginyo et al., 2018). Peteraf (2016)
asserts that corporate governance not only fosters competitive advantage, it also promotes
a sense that a firm is being properly managed. Although corporate governance has been adopted
as a moderator between organizational variables such as social capital and competitiveness (Ou
et al,, 2015); available slack and community-based firm performance (Harrison & Coombs, 2012);
organizational resources and performance (Wanyama, 2020); and product market competition and
firm performance (T. X. Ha & Tran, 2022). There is a dearth of empirical studies on the moderating
role of corporate governance systems in the relationship between service system innovation and
firm competitiveness. Although corporate governance system is seen as a strong internal mechan-
ism that drives systematic changes within firms (Akbar et al., 2016), moreover, when service
system innovation is supported by an effective corporate governance system, there is higher
chances of an enhanced firm competitiveness (de Almeida & Dalmacio, 2015). Asensio-Lépez
et al. (2019) asserted that corporate governance influences firm’s ownership structure and board
of director performance, which have an impact on innovation initiatives and results. The afore-
mentioned justification demonstrates that more study is required to fully understand how the
corporate governance system influences the relationship between service system innovation and
firm competitiveness, especially in the setting of developing nations and in the highly competitive
and dynamic telecommunications industry. This study recognises these short-comings in extant
literature and addresses them by empirically exploring the moderating role of corporate govern-
ance system on service system and firm competitiveness. Hence, the purpose of this study was to
empirically examine the effect of service system innovation (idea development, service develop-
ment, and commercialization) on firm competitiveness as well as ascertain the moderating effect
of corporate governance system on the service system innovation and firm competitiveness
relationship. The remainder of the study is divided into the following sections: Section two
makes an attempt to review baseline theories and related literature as well as formulate testable
hypotheses; Section three presents the methodology that was followed in this study; Section four
presents and discusses the empirical findings; and Section five concludes the study.

2. Theoretical and hypotheses development

This study derives its theoretical strength from the dynamic capabilities theory (DCT). The DCT was
propounded by Teece et al. (1997) and comes from the resource-based view approach. The DCT has been
used to explain innovation, service innovation, competitiveness among other organisational variables
such as organisational resilience, business growth, firm success, export performance, and organisational
performance (Akpan, Johnny, et al.,, 2022; Sylva & Ojiabo, 2018; Efrat et al., 2018; Zitkiené et al., 2015).
The DC theory proposed that a firm achieves competitive advantage by utilizing its dynamic capabilities
(Teece et al.,, 1997). Akpan, Al-Faryan, et al. (2022) assert that dynamic capabilities help firms to develop
valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable assets resulting in superior performance and competi-
tive edge. Further, the dynamic capabilities perspective reflects the ability of a firm to achieve new styles
of competitive advantage by invigorating competences, structure, and resources to realize harmony
with the ever-changing business setting (Coelho et al., 2022).

Based on the dynamic capabilities perspectives, a resource gives a competitive advantage when
competing firms do not easily gain access to the resource or possess close substitutes. Therefore,
telecommunication firms can rely on the dynamic capabilities theory to enhance service innova-
tiveness and competitiveness since the ability to innovate provides firms competitive advantage
(Akpan, Al-Faryan, et al., 2022). Additionally, researchers have suggested that in order for
a company to be competitive in the market, it must have certain capabilities and practice
continuous learning, particularly in new or changing market environments (Altintas et al., 2022;
Samsudin & Ismail, 2019) which is from dynamic capabilities point of view especially in the new or
changing market environment (Wilden et al., 2013). The company may not be able to retain its
competitive edge due to a lack of dynamic capabilities, especially given the changing environment
(Akpan, Al-Faryan, et al.,, 2022). However, some academics have questioned whether dynamic
capabilities directly affect a company’s ability to compete. Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), for
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instance, contend that while dynamic skills alone do not ensure a firm’s competitive advantage,
they do generate a more skilful arrangement and placement of the firm’s resources than compe-
titors. Despite these opposing views, the DCT still remains among the most widely used theory
when discussing innovation and competitiveness.

2.1. Service System Innovation (SSI)

Services are acts performed by one entity for another, including the provision of resources that
another entity will use (Lovelock et al., 2016; Paulo et al., 2019). Services are rendered every day
and are of various types. Examples of services include: telecommunications, internet services,
getting a haircut from the barber, medical checks; laundry; libraries and cafeterias, counselling,
photocopying, banking, insurance (Lovelock et al., 2016), while a service system is a work system
that produces services (Yang et al., 2019). Alter (2008) defines a work system as a system in which
human participants and/or machines perform work using information, technology, and other
resources to produce products and services for internal or external customers.

A service system is a dynamic value co-creation configuration of resources, including people,
organizations, shared information (language, laws, measures, and methods), and technology, all
connected internally and externally to other service systems by value propositions (Badinelli et al.,
2012). Every service system has a unique identity and is an instance of a type or class of service
systems (e.g., people, businesses, and government agencies). The history of a service system is
a sequence of interaction episodes with other service systems, including interaction episodes with
itself (Lempinen & Rajala, 2014). Within the system view, service innovation involves creating or
improving specific service systems such as a firm’s systems of hiring employees, finding sales
prospects, delivering products and services, performing corporate planning, or providing customer
services (Rubalcaba, 2022). Service innovation also applies to systems that cut across organisa-
tions such as supply chains (Perano et al., 2018).

Lusch and Nambisan (2015) define service system innovation as the process of re-bundling of
resources that create novel resources that are beneficial to some actors in a given context. It is
a mix of technological innovation, business model innovation, socio-organisational advancement,
and market innovation to improve current or develop new service value offerings (offerings or
experiences) and service systems (Campbell & Park, 2016). In addition, service system innovation
refers to the enhancement of service systems.

Service system innovation dimensions include idea development, service development, and
commercialization (Doroodian et al., 2014). Idea generation as a dimension of service system
innovation supports the achievement of organisational goals by providing potentially useful ideas
aimed at solving service problems or providing ways to explore new opportunities (Alexe et al,,
2014). Moreover, without new ideas, an organization stagnates, abates, and finally is ousted by
competitors who have novel and better ideas (Khaled & Hadia, 2014; Salunke et al., 2019). Again,
service development has been a hot issue in the innovation literature. This reflects the rapidly
increasing contribution of service development to the wellbeing of service firms and the economy
in general (Weerawardena & McColl-Kennedy, 2002). A growing number of scholars believe that
service development gives organizations a competitive edge over their contemporaries
(Weerawardena & McColl-Kennedy, 2002). The third dimension of service system innovation is
commercialization otherwise known as marketing ability and emphasizes the improvement of
relationship with customers, leveraging technology and marketing, reading markets to pursue
innovation, getting market-oriented vision and value (S. U. Ha, 2010). Therefore, service firms
make use of their commercialization capability to create cordial relationships with their actual
and potential customers, therefore ensuring superior performance and customer satisfaction
(Rahimli, 2012). Commercialization represents the capacity to commercialize innovation and the
ability to industrialize innovation (creating customer-oriented service). Thus, commercialization
capability is critical for telecommunication firms (Neslihan & Hiseyin, 2012).
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2.2. Firm Competitiveness (FC)

Competitiveness can be viewed from three levels. That is, organisational or firm competitiveness
(FC), national competitiveness, and international competitiveness (Akhuand & Abbas, 2021; Jegede
et al., 2012). Although this work focused on FC, the other two—national and international compe-
titiveness are briefly discussed before paying full attention on firm-level competitiveness.

National competitiveness is a multifaceted, sophisticated idea that Michael Porter popularized
with his Diamond Model (national competitive advantage theory). National competitiveness shows
a national economy’s favourable position, particularly in the area of international business, and its
capacity to maintain and improve this position (Porter et al., 2000). The idea of national competi-
tiveness looks at a country’s capacity for economic expansion and is determined by a number of
variables, regulations, and institutional frameworks that define a nation’s degree of production (Ai
& Ushakov, 2019). National competitiveness refers to a nation’s capacity to maintain and grow its
market share on the global stage while also enhancing the standard of living for its citizens. It
approximates a nation’s capacity to develop and compete with other nations for investments,
human capital, and other resources. National competitiveness is measured using frameworks
developed by the Global Competitiveness Reports, World Competitiveness Yearbooks, and
National Competitiveness Reports.

Also, national competitiveness reflects the ability of a State to maintain constant real wage
increases, promote local businesses on the global market through high-performance clusters, and
produce goods and services of higher quality that support the development of future jobs (Annicet
et al.,, 2020). National competitiveness is dependent on a number of factors, such as volume of
investments, the capacity for innovation, the presence of manufacturing facilities, and others
(Hakhverdyan & Shahinyan, 2022). However, in order for the national economy to function well
in the global market, their performance must be paired with political and social factors (Annicet
et al,, 2020). Once more, national competitiveness is a reflection of the economic, scientific,
technological, organisational, managerial, marketing, and other capabilities that are applied to
goods and services and successfully ensure their competition against foreign goods and services at
the domestic and international markets (Kharlamova & Vertelieva, 2013).

On the other hand, international competitiveness measures the relative cost and value of
a country’s exports (Pettinger, 2017). Likewise, international competitiveness is the degree to
which a nation can, under free and fair market conditions, produce goods and services that
meet the test of international markets while simultaneously maintaining or expanding the real
incomes of its citizens (Johnson, 2015). Many factors influence international competitiveness
including project price, export financing, technological and management capabilities, joint ven-
tures, and multilateral development bank financing (Johnson, 2015; Mathis, 2011). Additionally,
the World Economic Forum (2014) defined international competitiveness as the set of institutions,
policies, and factors that determine the level of productivity of a country and further stated that
several factors are responsible for international competition including institutions, business sophis-
tication, market size, innovation, financial market development, infrastructure, and innovation.

Firm competitiveness is very important in today’s volatile business environment especially for
organizations striving to achieve competitive edge in order to remain relevant (Nguyen et al.,
2021). Organisational competitiveness is a firm’s capacity to produce and deliver high-quality
goods and services at a low cost (Obuba & Alagah, 2022; Ying et al., 2019). Obuba and Alagah
(2022) define competitiveness as the outcome of firms’ successful strategy implementation. It can
be obtained by offering superior value to the customer through either unique benefits that offset
a higher or lower price than competitors for equivalent benefits. On their part, Anik et al. (2010)
sees competitiveness as the ability of company to meet the needs of customers and satisfy them,
as well as to meet the needs of employees in the company, and to achieve a higher return on
investment for growth, in addition to developing and reaching its goals and objectives. Similarly,
Agha et al. (2011) define competitiveness as a company’s ability to produce products or services
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providing higher value compared to their rival products or services. This results in higher sales and
maximized profits. Naliaka and Namusonge (2015) assert that competitiveness is the most appro-
priate tool for discovering new, creative, and innovative ways to produce and deliver goods and
services more effectively than rivals in the market. Competitive strategy is usually developed
around many characteristics such as product quality, technology and innovation, reliability,
brand image, firm reputation, durability, and customer service, which must be difficult for rivals
to imitate (Moses, 2010; Ying et al., 2019). Hence, competitiveness at the firm level can be
described as the firm’s ability to thrive in a competitive environment with its rivals. Companies
from all over the world gain a competitive edge over their rivals notwithstanding the pressure and
challenge. The existence of strong local rivals, aggressive local suppliers, and demanding custo-
mers perpetuate the competitiveness of companies meeting them with the help of innovation.

Firm’s competitive advantage as compared to other competitors in the market stems from
different business processes like production, R&D, financing, and marketing. Currently, production
of high-quality goods is not the core issue. What has been reported to be lacking among most less
competitive firms is the delivery part of the product or the service to the target market in order to
meet customer satisfaction (Kotler & Armstrong, 2013). Kotler and Keller (2012) contended that
a firm should be comparatively effective with its competitors in the creation, delivery, and com-
munication of customer value to the target market.

2.3. Hypotheses development

2.3.1. Idea development and firm competitiveness

Achieving competitive edge is a top priority for administrators and leaders of organizations (Feizi,
2019; Ofoegbu & Onuoha, 2018). In fact, every organization strives to gain a competitive advan-
tage over its rivals. The capacity of an organization to develop creative ideas that result in unique
services and products determines how competitive it can be (Chesula & Kilika, 2020). These days,
due to the hyper-competitive nature of the business operating environment, businesses are
looking beyond management to create ideas, businesses increase their possibility of generating
smart ideas by paying more attention to every employee who may have intelligent ideas. Thus,
idea generation and development is the ground on which firm competitiveness strives, specifically
in the telecommunication sector which is characterized by frequently changing customer needs
and aspirations (Chesula & Kilika, 2020; Meena & Geng, 2022). The competition in the telecommu-
nication industry is caused by the struggle among key players to render more efficient and
economical services (Baruah et al.,, 2015; Meena & Geng, 2022). All telecommunication firms in
the country including Globacom, MTN, 9Mobile and Airtel are developing strategies to attract more
subscribers and lead the market. To succeed in the telecommunication sector, Chesula and Kilika
(2020) advise telecommunication firms to continuously improve services through the generation of
new ideas. Several studies uphold that idea development is central to the achievement of compe-
titive advantage (Alexe et al., 2014; Chesula & Kilika, 2020; Roberts & Amit, 2003). Specifically,
Roberts and Amit (2003) investigated the effect of innovative activities such as idea management
and service development on competitive advantage in the Australian banking sector and found
that idea management contributes positively to competitiveness of the banking sector. Thus, we
hypothesize that:

H;: Idea development has a significant effect on firm competitiveness.

2.4. Service development and firm competitiveness

Recent years have witnessed unprecedented growth in the telecommunication sector. The growth
in the telecommunication sector has been attributed to the continuous improvement in the
services rendered by the telecommunication firms (Grabowska & Saniuk, 2022; Weerawardena &
McColl-Kennedy, 2002). This has resulted in a tremendous interest in new service development and
its significance to firm competitiveness, reflecting the rapidly increasing contribution of new
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services development to the organizations. A growing number of researchers suggest that service
development leads to service firm competitive advantage (Weerawardena & McColl-Kennedy,
2002). Grabowska and Saniuk (2022) noted that organizations develop new or modified their
services with the intention of achieving competitive edge and effectiveness in their operations.
Further, Grabowska (2016) asserts that organizations that wants to be successful in the market
have to build a competitive open business model that will distinguish it from its competitors and
the condition for achieving a competitive advantage is the efficiency of operation through
improved services (Schneider & Spieth, 2013; Teece, 2010). Besides, Roberts and Amit (2003)
found that service development positively and significantly influences competitive advantage of
commercial banks in Australia, which agrees with the finding of Weerawardena and McColl-
Kennedy (2002) that new service development propels competitive advantage. Hence, we propose
that:

H,: Service development has a significant effect on firm competitiveness.

2.5. Commercialization and firm competitiveness

Success of service organizations operating in a dynamic environment relies mostly on their ability
to commercialize their products or services (Rahimli, 2012), therefore Commercialization capability
is critical for firms in competitive intensive markets because organizations cannot get their
products and services to the end users without commercialization capability (Neslihan &
Huseyin, 2012; Seo et al., 2015). Likewise, commercialization has been stressed to positively affect
performances of firms (Lee & Chung, 2010). Service firms make use of their commercialization
capability to create cordial relationships with their actual and potential customers, therefore
ensuring superior performance and customer satisfaction (Rahimli, 2012). Several studies have
found positive correlations between commercialization and competitiveness (Friedrichsen, Zarea,
Tayebi, & Abad, 2017). In addition, Seo et al. (2015) assert that Korean SMEs with high commer-
cialization capability continuously out-compete their contemporaries. Hence, we hypothesize that:

Hs: Commercialization has a significant effect on firm competitiveness.

2.6. Moderating role of corporate governance system on service system innovation and firm
competitiveness

Service system innovation contributes significantly to the competitiveness of modern organiza-
tions, especially in the service sector (Tovar & Figueroa, 2020). Competitiveness is achieved
through the generation of novel ideas; transforming those ideas into improved services; and
getting the new services to market, therefore higher level of competitiveness is as a result of
service system innovation (Doroodian et al., 2014). However, the corporate governance system
(CGS) plays a significant role in the achievement of service system innovation because the
organization relies on its ownership structure and board of directors to formulate innovation and
competitive strategies (Akpan, Al-Faryan, et al., 2022; Katarzyna & Zdzistawa, 2014).

Corporate governance has evolved from accountability and compliance with laws and regula-
tions to a focus on the development of competitive business strategies to help the firm’s compe-
titive efforts (Nginyo et al, 2018). In actuality, corporate governance plays a key role in
determining how well a company performs and, ultimately, how well it achieves competitive
advantages and increases the level of innovation of a firm (Barney, 2014; Nginyo et al,, 2018).
Therefore, it is arguably true that effective corporate governance system acts as a tool for
achieving firm innovation and competitive advantage. Therefore, we proposed that:

Hia-c: CGS significantly moderates the correlation between SSI (idea development, service
development, and commercialization) and FC.
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Figure 1. Conceptual
Framework, 2022.
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The research model in Figure Figure 1 shows the link between service system innovation (idea
development, service development, and commercialization) and firm competitiveness as well as
the moderating effect of the corporate governance system on the relationship between SSI and FC.

3. Methodology

3.1. Research design and data collection

This study adopted a cross-sectional design. This is because the survey took place at one point in
time giving a snapshot of the participant responses (Lau, 2017). Also, cross-sectional design was
adopted because the study explored the relationships between proxies of service system innova-
tion and firm competitiveness (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). The respondents for this study were
drawn from senior members of staff and customer service employees of nine (9) telecommunica-
tion firms in Nigeria. Senior members of staff of the telecommunication firms were selected
because they occupy decision-making positions and contribute in formulation and implementation
of innovation and competitive strategies, while customer service personnel were chosen since they
have first-hand feedbacks from customers and other stakeholders, hence have the knowledge of
how effective the firm’s strategies are. Four (4) of the firms are on the global system for mobile
communication, while the remaining five (5) are data and internet service providers. The survey
instrument (please see appendix) was sent to 450 respondents using hand delivery and Google
form. However, 230 copies were filled and returned. This represented a 51.1% return rate that
satisfied the acceptable return rate for a cross-sectional study (Fincham, 2008).

3.2. Operational measures of variables

The independent variable for this study is service system innovation. It was decomposed into idea
development, service development, and commercialization. These dimensions were adopted from
the service innovation capacity instrument by Mahmood et al. (2014) and are measured using 18
statement items. Idea development was measured using five items such as “We develop both
formal and informal methods of generating innovative service ideas”. Service development was
measured using seven items including “New services initiatives are encouraged and applauded”.
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Commercialization latent variable has six indicators, such as “We frequently conduct market
analysis to know changes in customers’ needs”. The items for idea development and service
development were adapted from Froehle and Roth (2007), while items for commercialization
were adopted from Mahmood et al. (2014).

The dependent variable in this study is firm competitiveness. It was observed as a mono-
dimensional construct and measured with eight (8) statement items such as “Our cost of service
is low in comparison to our competitors; we offer services that are highly reliable”, adopted from
Sachitra (2016), and Ismail (2013). Finally, a short version instrument was adopted to measure the
moderating variable—corporate governance system. The scale comprised seven (7) items such as
“The board sets clear organisational priority on innovative activities for the year ahead; the govern-
ing board members of my firm actively provide insight, advice, and support on key decisions”. These
items were adapted from Molokwu et al. (2013), and Olori and Sylva (2017). The statement items
were modified to fit the telecommunication firms, and anchored on a five-point Likert scale.

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 below shows the demographic details of the respondents. The gender characteristic
showed that there are more female respondents. There are 124 female and 106 male respondents
which represent 53.9 and 46.1% respectively.

Marital status shows that 137(59.6%) are married, while 49(40.4%) are singles. Experience on

the job shows that the majority (122) of the respondents have spent between 6 and 10 years
(53.0%) with their firms, followed by 0-5 years (29.6%). Those that have worked for 11-15 years

Table 1. Analysis of demographic profiles of respondents

Variable Item Frequency Percent
Gender Male 106 46.1
Female 124 53.9
Total 230 100
Marital Status Married 137 59.6
Single 93 40.4
Total 230 100
Age 18-35 102 4b.4
36-50 84 36.5
51- Above 44 19.1
Total 230 100
Years of work experience 0-5 68 29.6
6-10 122 53.0
11-15 33 14.3
16-20 7 3.1
Total 230 100
Highest level of O’level 5 2.2
educational attainment OND/NCE Wt 191
HND/B.Sc 109 47.4
MBA/M.Sc 69 30.0
DBA/Ph.D 3 1.3
Total 230 100

Note: OND = Ordinary National Diploma, NCE = National Certificate of Education, HND = Higher National Diploma.
Source: Field Data, 2022.
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Figure 2. Assessing the
Measurement Model.

represented 14.3%. Lastly, 7(3.1%) of the respondents filled 16-20 years. Educational attainment
indicates 2.2% with O’ level, 19.1% with Ordinary Diploma or National Certificate in Education,
47.4% with Higher National Diploma or Bachelor’s Degree, 30.0% have obtained Master Degree,
and 1.3% have earned Doctorate. As a result, telecommunications workers are well-educated. This
might be due to telecommunication companies’ rapid technology adoption. As a result, only the
most qualified employees are recruited (Ezenwakwelu et al., 2021).

4.2. Measurement model

The Partial Least Square—Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was deployed in assessing the
research model. Since PLS-SEM does route analysis, factor analysis, and regression analysis all at
once, it is appropriate for exploratory research (Ringle et al., 2012). PLS-SEM involves two steps
(Ringle et al., 2015). First, the measurement model is examined. Then the structural model is
assessed. The measurement model shows the reliability and validity of the constructs using factor
loadings, indicator reliability, and the Average Variance Extracted. Figure Figure 2 reveals that all
items for idea development, service development, and commercialization reported acceptable
levels of factor loadings above 0.70 above. Similarly, factor loadings were observed for individual
indicators for firm competitiveness and corporate governance system, which scored above the
recommended threshold. Thus, all the indicators were adopted for the subsequent analyses
(Hulland, 1999).

The inner model depicts the structural connections between the constructs, whilst the outer
model shows the correlation between the constructs and their corresponding latent variables, as
could be seen in the factor loadings. Idea development (ID1-ID5), service development (SD1-SD7),
and commercialization (CM1-CM6) are the components of the predictor variable (service system
innovation). Firm competitiveness (COM1-COM8) is the criterion variable, whereas corporate gov-
ernance system is the moderator (CGS1-CGS7).
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Table 2 pertains to measurements on reliability and convergent validity of the study instrument.
An assessment of the Cronbach alpha and composite reliability values revealed satisfactory values.
All the values were above the acceptable threshold of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). Also, the squared
values of individual item factor loadings (indicator reliability) met the 0.50 threshold for indicator
reliability. Moreover, convergent validity was ascertained using average variance extracted (AVE).

Table 2. Factor Loadings, Reliabilities, and AVEs for all the items listed in the new model

Latent Indicators Convergent Validity Internal Consistency/
Variables Reliability
Loadings Indicator AVE Composite | Cronbach
Reliability Reliability | Alpha (CA)
(Pc)
>0.70 >0.50 >0.50 >0.70 0.70-0.90
D 1D, 0.851 0.724 0.728 0.929 0.891
1D, 0.872 0.760
D3 0.895 0.801
1D, 0.853 0.728
IDs 0.786 0.618
SD SDq 0.857 0.735 0.639 0.925 0.883
SD, 0.863 0.745
SDs 0.788 0.621
SD, 0.742 0.551
SDs 0.766 0.587
SDe 0.719 0.517
SDy 0.849 0.721
™ ™ 0.718 0.516 0.5643 0.915 0.859
CM, 0.795 0.632
CMs3 0.810 0.656
CM, 0.850 0.723
CMs 0.850 0.723
CMeg 0.782 0.612
My 0.718 0.516
COM COM, 0.875 0.766 0.637 0.933 0.899
COM, 0.758 0.575
COM; 0.749 0.561
COM, 0.740 0.548
COMs 0.893 0.797
COMg 0.738 0.545
COM; 0.823 0.677
COMg 0.791 0.626
CGS CGS, 0.856 0.733 0.636 0.924 0.882
CGS; 0.881 0.776
CGSs 0.768 0.590
CGS, 0.719 0.516
CGSs 0.766 0.587
CGSe 0.810 0.656
CGSy 0.771 0.5594

Note: ID = Idea Development, SD = Service Development, CM = Commercialization, COM = Firm Competitiveness, CGS =
Corporate Governance System Source: SmartPLS 3.2.9 Output on Research Data, 2022.
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An AVE value above 0.5 for each of the constructs confirmed convergent validity of the constructs
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

Table 3 shows the assessment of constructs’ discriminant validity using the Fornell and Larcker’s
(1981) criterion. By comparing the correlations of the latent constructs with square roots of AVE,
the discriminant validity of the latent variables was determined. The square roots of the AVEs were
greater than correlations across latent components, indicating that the research instrument in this
study had appropriate discriminant validity.

4.3. Structural model (test of hypotheses)

The significance of the path coefficients () and the coefficients of determination (R? or predictive
accuracy) were used to test hypotheses (Geisser, 1975). The final step in structural analysis (for
main effect) deployed Cohen’s f? to calculate the effect size of each path in the model (Cohen,
1988). The effect size determines whether or not an independent latent variable has a significant
influence on a dependent latent variable. Exogenous LVs with 2 values between 0.020 and 0.150,
between 0.150 and 0.350, and over 0.350 have a small, medium, or substantial influence on
endogenous LVs, respectively (Cohen, 1988).

Path coefficients of .10 to 0.29, .30 to .49, and .50 to 1.0, are deemed weak, moderate, and
strong correlations, respectively (Cohen, 1988). T values more than 1.96 are significant in a two-
tailed test, whereas t-values less than 1.96 are non-significant (Hair et al.,, 2017).

The results of the test of hypotheses are shown in Figure Figure 3, Tables 4, and 5 below:

Table 4 indicates significant paths between idea development and firm competitiveness (=
0.612; t=7.225; p<0.05), service development, and firm competitiveness (B =0.400; t=7.765; p<
0.05), and commercialization and firm competitiveness (3=0.310; t=6.462; p<0.05). Hence,
stated hypotheses were supported.

Table 5 depicts the effect sizes of idea development, service development, and commercializa-
tion on firm competitiveness (endogenous constructs), with f2 values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35. These
values represent small, medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988; J. F. Hair et al., 2017).
It also shows the r? (predictive accuracy) and q2 (predictive relevance) results.

As a rule of thumb for structural models, when Q? values of an endogenous construct are
larger than zero (>0), it is indicative that the exogenous (explanatory) construct has predic-
tive relevance for the endogenous construct (J. J. F. Hair et al.,, 2020). Table 5 shows the
values of Q? for all endogenous constructs ranging from 0.220 (idea development) to 0.168
(commercialization). Since the Q? values for the endogenous constructs are greater than zero,
it means the structural model is capable of predicting the endogenous latent variables
indicators.

Table 3. Discriminant validity — Fornell and Larcker Criterion

AVE ID SD CcM MC coM
ID 0.726 0.852
SD 0.639 0.275 0.799
™M 0.643 0.360 0.422 0.802
coM 0.637 0.418 0.334 0.235 0.798
CGS 0.636 0.515 0.518 0.392 0.483 0.797

Note: ID = Idea Development, SD = Service Development, CM = Commercialization, COM = Firm Competitiveness, CGS =
Corporate Governance System. The off-diagonal values are the correlations between latent variables, while the
diagonal values (in bold) denote the square root of AVEs.Source: SmartPLS 3.2.9 output on Research Data, 2022.
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Figure 3. Path coefficient of
latent variables (main effects)
ID, SD, CM and COM.
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Table 4. Results of hypotheses testing

Hypotheses Path Standard T. value P. value Decision
coefficient error

ID -> COM 0.644 0.071 7.232 0.001 Supported

SD -> COM 0.402 0.046 7.546 0.001 Supported

CM -> COM 0.315 0.054 6.622 0.000 Supported

Note: ID = Idea Development, SD = Service Development, CM = Commercialization, CGS = Corporate Governance
System, COM = Firm Competitiveness. T-Statistics greater than 1.96 at 0.05 levels of significance. Source: SmartPLS
3.2.9 Output on Research Data, 2022.

Table 5. Predictive Accuracy, Predictive Relevance, and Effect sizes (f2

Paths Correlation Predictive Adjusted r* | Effect Size f> | Predictive
coefficient (r)  Accuracy r? Relevance Q?

ID -> COM 0.644 0.415 0.410 0.19 Medium 0.220

SD -> COM 0.402 0.162 0.159 0.35 Large 0.198

CM -> COM 0.315 0.099 0.097 0.16 Medium 0.168

Note: ID = Idea Development, SD = Service Development, CM = Commercialization, CGS = Corporate Governance
System, COM = Firm Competitiveness. r?, 0.19 = weak; r, 0.33 = moderate; r?, 0.67 = substantial, Chin (1988). Effect
size (f?) of 0.02 = small; 0.15 = medium, while 0.35 = large effect. Q?>0= satisfactory predictive relevance, J. F. Hair
et al. (2014).

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.9 Output on Research Data, 2022.

Also, the r? (predictive accuracy) shows that moderate predictive accuracy of idea development
on firm competitiveness. However, service development and commercialization returned weak
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predictive accuracy on firm competitiveness. Thus, it could be interpreted that the idea develop-
ment leads to higher variation in firm competitiveness. That is, an increase in idea development
suggest a corresponding increase in unit of firm competitiveness.

Finally, the f* (effect sizes) results show that, service development has the largest effect on firm
competitiveness of the telecommunication firms with an £2 value of 0.35. Idea development has
a moderate effect on competitiveness with a value of 0.19, while commercialization has the least
but moderate effect on firm competitiveness with an £2 value of 0.16.

Figure 4. Test of Hypothesis cM1
Four.
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Table 6. Moderating Effect of Corporate Governance System

Paths B t-values P. Values Decision
SSI-> COM 454 8.755 .000 Supported
CGS -> COM .533 10.455 .002 Supported
Mod. Eff. 1 -> COM 679 13.541 .000 Supported

Note: SSI= Service System Innovation, CGS = Corporate Governance System, COM =Firm Competitiveness. T-Statistics
greater than 1.96 at .05 level of significance.

Source: SmartPLS 3.2.9 Output on Research Data, 2022.
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4.4. Test of hypothesis four

Figure Figure 4 and Table 6 show the moderating effect of the corporate governance system on the
relationship between service system innovation and firm competitiveness. Based on the guidelines
of J. F. Hair et al. (2017), the moderating variable corporate governance system was linked
structurally to the dependent variable, firm competitiveness. An observation of Table 6 shows
a positive significant relationship service system innovation and firm competitiveness (B =0.457, t
=8.625, p-value < .05). However, the introduction of the corporate governance system “the
moderating effect 1 -> Comp”, boosted the relationship (3 =0.662, t=11.241, p<.05). Hence, the
hypothesis that the corporate governance system significantly moderates the relationship
between service system innovation and firm competitiveness was accepted.

4.5. Discussions

The study concentrated on determining the effect of service system innovation (SSI) on firm competi-
tiveness (FC) of telecommunication firms in Nigeria, an emerging economy. Further, the study
assessed the moderating influence of the corporate governance system on the correlation between
SSI and FC. Data were collected from managers and customer service attendants of telecommunica-
tion service providers. The validity, reliability, and suitability of data were first confirmed before the
study’s hypotheses were tested using PLS-SEM via SmartPLS 3.2.9 software. Hypothesis one stated
that idea development has significant effect on firm competitiveness, the result showed that idea
development has a positive and significant effect on firm competitiveness of the telecommunication
firms. This result implies that the more new and innovative ideas are generated the higher the level of
competitiveness of the telecommunication firms. This result is consistent with the views of Littunen
et al. (2021) that innovative ideas promote competitiveness of enterprises in Finland. Similarly, the
result supports the submission of Alexe et al. (2014) that idea development is important in the
achievement of organisational goals through the provision of useful ideas, solving service problems,
and opening new opportunities; thus, ensuring the achievement of competitive edge. Further, Khaled
and Hadia (2014) asserted that without new ideas, an organisation stagnates, abates and finally is
ousted by competitors who have novel and better ideas. Also, in this study of Weerawardena and
McColl-Kennedy (2002), it was established that the provision of novel and improved services gives
organisations competitive advantage. In addition, Nuryakin and Maryati (2022) found that green
innovation is essential for competitive advantage among small and medium businesses in Indonesia.

The second hypothesis stated that service development significantly influences firm competitive-
ness. The analysis shows that service development has significant and positive influence on firm
competitiveness of the telecommunication firms. The finding agrees with the study of Grabowska and
Saniuk (2022) who found that new service development contributes significantly to firm competitive-
ness. Likewise, Weerawardena and McColl-Kennedy (2002) found that the growth in the telecommu-
nication sector can be attributed to the continuous improvement in the services rendered by the
telecommunication firms. Further, Roberts and Amit (2003) found that service development positively
and significantly influences competitive advantage of commercial banks in Australia.

The third hypothesis that commercialisation has a significant effect on firm competitiveness was
supported. The result is tandem with the submission of Seo et al. (2015) that commercialization
capability is critical for firms operating in competitive and intensive markets such as the telecom-
munication markets. Similarly, Neslihan and Huseyin (2012) stated that commercialization cap-
ability helps get products and services to the final consumers. Correspondingly, Rahimli (2012)
submitted that service firms use commercialization capability to create cordial relationships with
their actual and potential customers, therefore ensuring superior performance and customer
satisfaction. The finding further agrees with the postulation of Seo et al. (2015) that Korean
SMEs with high commerecialization capability continuously out-compete their contemporaries.

Hypothesis four stated that corporate governance system significantly moderates the service
system innovation—firm competitiveness relationship. The result supports the hypothesis, hence

corporate governance system amplifies the relationship between service system innovation and
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firm competitiveness. This finding implies that corporate governance system helps telecommuni-
cation firms to achieve competitive advantages as well as boost innovation among the firms
(Barney, 2014; Nginyo et al., 2018). This finding resonates with the study of T. X. Ha and Tran
(2022) who found that corporate governance amplifies the impact of product market competition
on the performance of Vietnamese listed firms.

5. Conclusion and recommendations

The study adopted a cross-sectional design to examine the empirical link between service system
innovation and firm competitiveness with a focus on telecommunication firms. Also the moderat-
ing role of the corporate governance system on the correlation between service system innovation
and firm competitiveness was considered. The results proved that service system innovation via its
dimensions of idea development, service development, and commercialization influenced the
competitiveness of the telecommunication firms. Likewise, the study confirmed that corporate
governance system plays a significant role in the service system innovation—firm competitiveness
relationship. The study concluded that an increase in idea development, service development, and
commercialization is needed for an improved firm competitiveness. Likewise, the corporate gov-
ernance system is strategic for service system innovation and firm competitiveness relationship.

The study emphasizes the need for telecommunication firms to put in place effective mechan-
isms to generate novel ideas and services as well as create markets for their services in order to
harvest higher levels of competitiveness. Moreover, the study pinpoints to managers of telecom-
munication firms that their firms stand to gain more competitive edge provided they adopt an
effective corporate governance system alongside service system innovation. Furthermore, the
study recommends that the telecommunication firms should adopt several sources of generating
novel ideas and utilize such ideas to develop quality services. In addition, the telecommunication
firms should encourage employees to suggest new ways of satisfying their customers while
conducting frequent market analysis in order to know the expectations of the customers and
devise innovative means of satisfying these needs. Also, the study advocated that telecommuni-
cation firms need to develop appropriate corporate governance systems through board involve-
ment in creating innovative ideas, services, and commercialization strategies.

5.1. Managerial and practical implications

The study charted a new path in research by exploring the moderating influence of corporate
governance system on service system innovation and firm competitiveness from an emerging
market perspective which was unexplored before now. In addition, the study advances the
importance of the corporate governance system in the competitiveness of telecommunication
firms in emerging economies. The study has managerial implications that in the context of
telecommunication firms in emerging markets, the firms need service system innovation to with-
stand the competitive nature of the industry. Additionally, they require an effective corporate
governance system to achieve service system innovation as well as improve firm competitiveness.

Practically, the study provides evidence on the characteristics of service system innovation,
corporate governance system, and firm competitiveness within the context of the telecommunica-
tion industry. In addition, the study developed and validated an instrument for measuring service
system innovation, firm competitiveness, and corporate governance system within a developing
economy which may be adopted by future studies when examining these variables. Furthermore,
the study extends the theory of dynamic capabilities theory in firm competitiveness literature.

Methodologically, the study introduces corporate governance system as a moderator between
service system innovation and firm competitiveness. Review of literature shows that despite
corporate governance playing significant role in the level of innovation and firm competitiveness
individually, it has not been used as a moderator between innovation and competitiveness.
Although corporate governance has been adopted as a moderator among several organizational
variables such as social capital and competitiveness, product market competition and firm
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performance, and organizational resources and performance. This study made methodological
contribution by developing a model to measure the moderating role of corporate governance
system in the relationship between service system innovation and firm competitiveness.

5.2. Limitations and suggestions for further studies

There are some limitations to this study, despite the fact that it has enormous implications to the
management literature. First, while the study could only use a survey design, future research may
use a longitudinal design to take into account the relationship between service system innovation
and firm competitiveness. Next, only Nigerian telecommunication firms were included in the
analysis. Therefore, companies from other industries, like banking and energy services, should be
included in future studies. The investigation was also restricted to a quantitative approach.
Therefore, future research could include both the quantitative and the qualitative perspectives

using a mixed method.

Author details

Akpan Ekom Etim®

E-mail: akpan.ekom.pg.79821@unn.edu.ng

ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5501-0180

Anthony Aniagbaoso Igwe®

ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2905-8471

Mamdouh Abdulaziz Saleh Al-Faryan?

ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1665-807X

Ben Etim Udoh'

ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8437-1129
Department of Management, Faculty of Business
Administration, University of Nigeria, Enugu Campus,

Enugu, Nigeria.

2 School of Accounting, Economics and Finance, Faculty of
Business and Law, University of Portsmouth, UK &
Consultant in Economics and Finance, Riyadh, Saudi
Arabia.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Citation information

Cite this article as: Service system innovation and firm
competitiveness in an emerging market: The role of cor-
porate governance system, Akpan Ekom Etim, Anthony
Aniagbaoso Igwe, Mamdouh Abdulaziz Saleh Al-Faryan &
Ben Etim Udoh, Cogent Business & Management (2023),
10: 2220202.

References

Agha, S., Alrubaiee, L., & Jamhour, M. (2011). Effect of
core competence on competitive advantage and
organisational performance. International Journal of
Business & Management, 7(1), 192-204. https://doi.
0rg/10.5539/ijbm.v7n1p192

Ai, T. H., & Ushakov, D. (2019). Taxation regime and
macroeconomic systems’ dynamics. Global Trends of
Modernization in Budgeting and Finance. https://doi.
0rg/10.4018/978-1-5225-7760-7.ch011

Akbar, S., Poletti-Hughes, J., El-Faitouri, R., &
Shah, S. Z. A. (2016). More on the relationship
between corporate governance and firm perfor-
mance in the UK: Evidence from the application of
generalized method of moments estimation.
Research in International Business and Finance, 38
(2016), 417-429. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.
2016.03.009

Akhuand, A., & Abbas, S. (2021). Modeling determinants
of competitiveness: A case of textile sector of
Pakistan. The Journal of the Textile Institute, 114(1),
1-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405000.2021.
2020415

Akpan, E. E., Al-Faryan, M. A. S., & Iromaka, J. F. (2022).
Corporate governance and firm innovation: Evidence
from indigenous oil firms in Sub-Saharan Africa.
Cogent Business & Management, 9(1), 1-22. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2140747

Akpan, E. E., Johnny, E., & Sylva, W. (2022). Dynamic
capabilities and organisational resilience of manu-
facturing firms in Nigeria. Vision, 26(1), 48-64.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972262920984545

Alexe, C. G., Alexe, C. M., & Militaru, G. M. (2014). Idea
management in the innovation process. Network
Intelligence Studies, 2(4), 143-152.

Alter, S. (2008). Service system innovation. In M. Barrett,
E. Davidson, C. Middleton, & J. DeGross (Eds.),
Information technology in the service economy:
Challenges and possibilities for the 21st century (Vol.
267, pp. 61-80). IFIP (International Federation for
Information Processing). https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-0-387-09768-8_5

Altintas, G., Ambrosini, V., & Gudergan, S. (2022). MNE
dynamic capabilities in (un)related diversification.
Journal of International Management, 28(1), 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100889

Anik, R., Nadjadji, A., & Suwignjo, P. (2010). Analysis of
internal and external factors for competitive advan-
tage of Indonesian contractors. Journal of Economics
and Engineering, 2(4), 51-68. https://doi.org/10.6007/
IJARAFMS/v8-i2/4137

Annicet, B. N. M., Oki, T. E. E., & Aloysius, N. M. (2020).
Globalisation: Blessing or curse for Sub-Saharan
Africa competitiveness. International Journal of
Advanced Research, 8(7), 720-734. https://doi.org/10.
21474/1JAR01/11331

Anyebe, D. 1., & Zubairu, U. M. (2019). Service innovation and
performance of telecommunication firms in FCT, Abuja.
Nile Journal of Business and Economics, 11, 32-58.
http://journal.nileuniversity.edu.ng/index.php/NileJBE/

Asensio-L6pez, D., Cabeza-Garcia, L., & Gonzalez-

Alvarez, N. (2019). Corporate governance and innova-
tion: A theoretical review. European Journal of
Management and Business Economics, 28(3), 266-284.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-05-2018-0056

Badinelli, R., Barile, S., Ng, I., Polese, F., Saviano, M.,
DiNauta, P., & Gummesson, E. (2012). Viable service
systems and decision making in service
management. Journal of Service Management, 23(4),
498-526. https://doi.org/10.1108/
09564231211260396/

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of struc-
tural equations models. Journal of Academy of
Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-94. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF02723327

Page 17 of 23


https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v7n1p192
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v7n1p192
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-7760-7.ch011
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-7760-7.ch011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2016.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2016.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405000.2021.2020415
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405000.2021.2020415
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2140747
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2140747
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972262920984545
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09768-8_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09768-8_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2021.100889
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARAFMS/v8-i2/4137
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARAFMS/v8-i2/4137
https://doi.org/10.21474/IJAR01/11331
https://doi.org/10.21474/IJAR01/11331
http://journal.nileuniversity.edu.ng/index.php/NileJBE/
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-05-2018-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231211260396/
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231211260396/
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327

Ekom Etim et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2220202
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202

Barney, J. B. (2014). Gaining and sustaining competitive
advantage. Pearson Higher Ed.

Baruah, D., Nath, T., & Bora, D. (2015). Impact of service
quality dimensions on customer satisfaction in tele-
com sector. International Journal of Engineering
Trends and Technology, 27(2), 111-117. https://doi.
org/10.14445/22315381/1JETT-V27P219

Campbell, J. M., & Park, J. (2016). Internal and external
resources of competitive advantage for small busi-
ness success: Validation across family ownership.
International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Small
Business, 27(4), 505-524. https://doi.org/10.1504/
1JESB.2016.075016

Chesula, M. W., & Kilika, J. (2020). Strategic information
technology and performance of telecommunication
firms in Kenya. International Journal of Scientific &
Research Publications, 10(12), 183-212. https://doi.
0rg/10.29322/1JSRP.10.12.2020.p10817

Clark, J., & Guy, K. (1998). Innovation and competitive-
ness: A review. Technology Analysis & Strategic
Management, 10(3), 363-395. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09537329808524322

Coelho, A. S., Lisboag, A., Pinho, J. C. M. R. (2022).
Entrepreneurial orientation and dynamic capabilities,
research anthology on strategies for maintaining
successful family firms. Information Resources
Management Association. https://doi.org/10.4018/
978-1-6684-3550-2.ch034

Cohen, J. W. (1988). Statistical power analysis for beha-
vioural sciences (2" ed.). Hilladale, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

de Almeida, J. E. F., & Dalmdcio, F. Z. (2015). The effects of
corporate governance and product market competi-
tion on analysts’ forecasts: Evidence from the
Brazilian capital market. The International Journal of
Accounting, 50(3), 316-339. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
intacc.2015.07.007

Doroodian, M., Ab-Rahman, M. N., Kamarulzaman, Y., &
Muhamad, N. (2014). Designing and validating
a model for measuring innovation capacity
construct. Advances in Decision Sciences, 20(14),
1-11. https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/576596

Efendi, S., Sugiono, E., Sufyati, G. E., Hendryadi, H., &
Hendryadi. (2020). Building innovation and competi-
tiveness for low technology manufacturing SMEs
through imitating capability and learning: The case of
Indonesia. Cogent Social Sciences, 6(1), 1803515.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2020.1803515

Efrat, K., Hughes, P., Nemkova, E., Souchon, A. L., & Sy-
Changco, J. (2018). Leveraging of dynamic export
capabilities for competitive advantage and perfor-
mance consequences: Evidence from China. Journal
of Business Research, 84, 114-124. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.018

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic cap-
abilities: What are they? Strategic Management
Journal, 21(10-11), 1105-1121. https://doi.org/10.
1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105:AID-
SMJ133>3.0.CO;2-E

Ezenwakwelu, C. A., Akpan, E. E., & Ogbogu-Asogwa, O. I.
(2021). Enabling service innovation through dynamic
capabilities: Insight from telecommunication firms.
International Journal of Business and Management
Invention, 10(5), 54-63. https://www.ijbmi.org/
papers/Vol105/Ser-1/H1005015463.pdf

Feizi, P. (2019). Change management in telecommunica-
tion departments: A case study in East Azerbaijan
telecommunication company. JMDMA, 1(3), 67-71.
https://www.ijbmi.org/papers/Vol105/Ser-1/
H1005015463.pdf/

- cogent.-business & management

Fincham, J. (2008). Response rates and responsiveness
for surveys, standards, and the journal. American
Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 72(2), 1-3.
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj720243

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research,
18(1), 39-50. https://doi.org/10.1177/
002224378101800104

Friedrichsen, M., Zarea, H., Tayebi, A., & Abad, F. A. S.
(2017). Competitive strategies of knowledge and
innovation commercialization: A unified SWOT and
fuzzy AHP Approach. AD-Minister, 30, 45-72. https://
doi.org/10.17230/ad-minister.30.3

Froehle, C. M., & Roth, A. V. (2007). Resource-process
framework of new service development. Production &
Operations Management, 16(2), 169-188. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1937-5956.2007.tb00174.x

Geisser, S. (1975). The predictive sample re-use method
with applications. Journal of the American Statistical
Association, 70(350), 320-328. https://doi.org/10.
1080/01621459.1975.10479865

Grabowska, S. (2016). Business model metallurgical
company built on the competitive advantage. In
Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on
Metallurgy and Materials, METAL 2016, Brno, Czech
Republic, (pp. 1800-1818). https://www.confer.cz/
metal/2016/read/2002-business-model-metallurgi
cal-company-built-on-the-competitive-advantage.
pdf

Grabowska, S., & Saniuk, S. (2022). Assessment of the
competitiveness and effectiveness of an open busi-
ness model in the industry 4.0 environment. Journal
of Open Innovation, Technology, Market, and
Complexities, 8(1), 57. https://doi.org/10.3390/
joitmc8010057

Gu, Y. (2022). Ceos’ uncommon names and corporate
innovation. Cogent Economics & Finance, 10(1),
2147646. https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2022.
2147646

Ha, S. U. (2010). Impact of exploitation and exploration
on the firm performance. The Korean Academic
Society of Business Administration, 39(4), 907-937.

Hair, J. J. F., Howard, M. C., & Nitzl, C. (2020). Assessing
measurement model quality in PLS-SEM using con-
firmatory composite analysis. Journal of Business
Research, 109, 101-110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2019.11.069

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M,, Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M.,
Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). A primer on partial
least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM)
(2"9) ed. Sage Publications. https://doi.org/10.15358/
9783800653614

Hair, J. F,, Hult, G. T. M, Ringle, C. M., & Sartedt, M. (2014).
A primer on partial least squares structural equation
modeling. Sage.

Hakhverdyan, D., & Shahinyan, M. (2022). Competitiveness,
innovation and productivity of the country. Marketing &
Management of Innovations, 1(1), 108-123. https://doi.
0rg/10.21272/mmi.2022.1-08

Harrison, J. S., & Coombs, J. E. (2012). The moderating
effects from corporate governance characteristics on
the relationship between available slack and
community-based firm performance. Journal of
Business Ethics, 107(4), 409-422. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-011-1046-z

Ha, T. X., & Tran, T. T. (2022). The impact of product
market competition on firm performance through
the mediating of corporate governance index:
Empirical of listed companies in Vietnam. Cogent

Page 18 of 23


https://doi.org/10.14445/22315381/IJETT-V27P219
https://doi.org/10.14445/22315381/IJETT-V27P219
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2016.075016
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2016.075016
https://doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.10.12.2020.p10817
https://doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.10.12.2020.p10817
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537329808524322
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537329808524322
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-6684-3550-2.ch034
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-6684-3550-2.ch034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2015.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2015.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/576596
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2020.1803515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.11.018
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105:AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105:AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105:AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://www.ijbmi.org/papers/Vol105/Ser-1/H1005015463.pdf
https://www.ijbmi.org/papers/Vol105/Ser-1/H1005015463.pdf
https://www.ijbmi.org/papers/Vol105/Ser-1/H1005015463.pdf/
https://www.ijbmi.org/papers/Vol105/Ser-1/H1005015463.pdf/
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj720243
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.17230/ad-minister.30.3
https://doi.org/10.17230/ad-minister.30.3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-5956.2007.tb00174.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-5956.2007.tb00174.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1975.10479865
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1975.10479865
https://www.confer.cz/metal/2016/read/2002-business-model-metallurgical-company-built-on-the-competitive-advantage.pdf
https://www.confer.cz/metal/2016/read/2002-business-model-metallurgical-company-built-on-the-competitive-advantage.pdf
https://www.confer.cz/metal/2016/read/2002-business-model-metallurgical-company-built-on-the-competitive-advantage.pdf
https://www.confer.cz/metal/2016/read/2002-business-model-metallurgical-company-built-on-the-competitive-advantage.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8010057
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8010057
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2022.2147646
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2022.2147646
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.11.069
https://doi.org/10.15358/9783800653614
https://doi.org/10.15358/9783800653614
https://doi.org/10.21272/mmi.2022.1-08
https://doi.org/10.21272/mmi.2022.1-08
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1046-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1046-z

Ekom Etim et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2220202
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202

Business & Management, 9(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/
10.1080/23311975.2022.2129356

Hove-Sibanda, P., Sibanda, K., & Pooe, D. (2017). The
impact of corporate governance on firm competi-
tiveness and performance of small and medium
enterprises in South Africa: A case of small and
medium enterprises in Vanderbijlpark. Acta
Commercii, 17(1), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.4102/ac.
v17i1.446

Hulland, J. (1999). Use of partial least squares (PLS) in
strategic management research: A review of four
recent studies. Strategic Management Journal, 20
(2), 195-204. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)
1097-0266(199902)20:2<195:AID-SMJ13>3.0.
C0;2-7

Ismail, M. D. (2013). Learning orientation and trust in
small and medium enterprise (SME) export competi-
tive advantage. Asian Academy of Management
Journal, 18(2), 153-179. http://eprints.usm.my/
36611/1/art_8_(153-179).pdf

Javaid, M. E., & Afridi, M. A. (2015). Determinants of
competitiveness in textile industry of Pakistan.
International Letters of Social and Humanistic
Sciences, 61, 105-115. https://doi.org/10.18052/
www.scipress.com/ILSHS.61.105

Jegede, 0. 0., Ilori, M. O., Sonibare, J. A., Oluwale, B. A,, &
Siyanbola, W. O. (2012). Factors influencing innova-
tion and competitiveness in the service sector in
Nigeria: A sub-sectoral approach. Management, 2(3),
69-79. https://doi.org/10.5923/j.mm.20120203.03

Johnson, S. (2015). Education and international
competitiveness. Journal of Initial Teacher Inquiry, 1,
22-25. http://hdl.handle.net/10092/11441

Katarzyna, S., & Zdzistawa, D. (2014). Managerial compe-
tencies and innovations in the company - the case of
enterprises in Poland. Business, Management and
Education, 12(2), 266-282. https://doi.org/10.3846/
bme.2014.240

Khaled, E. S., & Hadia, A. A. (2014). Developing idea man-
agement systems: Guidelines for success. Journal of
Advanced Management Science, 2(4), 279-286. https://
doi.org/10.12720/joams.2.4.279-286

Kharlamova, G., & Vertelieva, G. (2013). The international
competitiveness of countries:
Economic-mathematical approach. Economics &
Sociology, 6(2), 39-52. https://doi.org/10.14254/
2071-789X.2013/6-2/4

Kiveu, M. N., Namusonge, M., & Muathe, S. (2019). Effect
of innovation on firm competitiveness: The case of
manufacturing SMEs in Nairobi County, Kenya.
International Journal of Business Innovation and
Research, 18(3), 307-327. https://doi.org/10.1504/
1JBIR.2019.098251

Kotler, P., & Armstrong, G. (2013). Principles of marketing.
Pearson Education.

Kotler, P., & Keller, K. L. (2012). Marketing management
(14t ed.). Prentice Hall International.

Lau, F. (2017). Methods for survey studies. In F. Lau &

C. Kuziemsky, (Eds.) Handbook of ehealth evaluation:
An evidence-based approach. University of Victoria.
2017 Feb 27 InternetAvailable from https://www.
ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK481602/

Lee, D. S., & Chung, L. C. (2010). A study on the effect of
technological innovation capability and technology
commercialization capability on business perfor-
mance in SMEs of Korea. Small Business Research, 32
(1), 65-87. http://www.kasbs.or.kr/board/board.asp?
act=detail_read&bbs=learned_list&ytopl=a&no=
133&gubun=1#self

Lempinen, H., & Rajala, R. (2014). Exploring multi-actor
value creation in IT service processes. Journal of

- cogent.-business & management

Information Technology, 29(2), 170-185. https://doi.
0rg/10.1057/jit.2014.1

Littunen, H., Tohmo, T., & Storhammar, E. (2021).
Innovation among SMEs in Finland: The impact of
stakeholder engagement and firm-level
characteristics. Journal of Entrepreneurship,
Management, and Innovation, 17(4), 157-196.

Lovelock, C. H., Vandermerwe, S., Lewis, B., & Fernie, S.
(2016). Services marketing. Edinburgh Business
School, Heriot-Watt University Edinburgh.

Lusch, R. F., & Nambisan, S. (2015). Service innovation: A
service-dominant (S-D) logic perspective. Management
Information Systems Quarterly, 39(1), 155-175. https:/
doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.1.07

Mahmood, D., Mohd, N., Rahman, A., Yusnizq, K., &
Norhamidi, M. (2014). Designing and validating
a model for measuring innovation capacity
construct. Advances in Decision Sciences, 2, 4-12.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/576596/

Mathis, W. J. (2011). Is education the key to global economic
competitiveness? The Teacher Educator, 46(2), 89-97.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2011.555637

Meena, M. E., & Geng, J. (2022). Dynamic competition in
telecommunications: A systematic literature review.
SAGE Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/
21582440221094

Molokwu, V. B., Barreria, J., & Urban, B. (2013).
Entrepreneurial orientation and corporate govern-
ance structures at the firm level in South African oil
and gas industry. South African Journal of Human
Resources Management, 11(1), 443-458. https://doi.
0rg/10.4102/sajhrm.v11il.443

Moses, A. (2010). Business strategy and competitive
advantage in family businesses in Ghana: The role of
social networking relationships. Journal of
Developmental Entrepreneurship, 16(1), 106-124,
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946711001744

Naliaka, V. W., & Namusonge, G. S. (2015). Role of inven-
tory management on competitive advantage among
manufacturing firms in Kenya: A case study of UNGA
Group Limited. The International Journal of Academic
Research in Business & Social Sciences, 5(5), 87-104.
https://doi.org/10.6007/ijarbss/v5-i5/1595

Neslihan, A., & Huseyin, T. (2012). Defining and measuring
competitiveness: A comparative analysis of Turkey
with 11 potential rivals. International Journal of Basic
& Applied Sciences, 12(2), 31-43. Paper ID: 123802-
9090-1JBAS-IJENS.

Nginyo, J. M., Ngui, T. K., & Ntale, J. F. (2018). Corporate
governance practices and competitive advantage of
Kenolkobil Company Limited, Kenya. International
Journal of Business & Law Research, 6(3), 11-23.
https://seahipaj.org/journals-ci/sept-2018/1JBLR/full/
1JBLR-5-2-2018.pdf

Nguyen, N.T.V.,Nguyen, C.T.K.,Ho, P.T.M,,Nguyen, H. T., Ngu
Yen, D. V., & McMillan, D. (2021). How does capital
structure affect firm’s market competitiveness? Cogent
Economics & Finance, 9(1), 2002501. https://doi.org/10.
1080/23322039.2021.2002501

Noorani, I. (2014). Service innovation and competitive
advantage. European Journal of Business and
Innovation Research, 2(1), 12-38. http://www.eajour
nals.org/wp-content/uploads/Service-Innovation-
and-Competitive-Advantage.pdf

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (3" ed.).
McGraw-Hill.

Nuryakin, N., & Maryati, T. (2022). Do green innovation and
green competitive advantage mediate the effect of
green marketing orientation on SMEs’ green marketing
performance? Cogent Business & Management, 9(1),
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2065948

Page 19 of 23


https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2129356
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2129356
https://doi.org/10.4102/ac.v17i1.446
https://doi.org/10.4102/ac.v17i1.446
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195:AID-SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195:AID-SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195:AID-SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7
http://eprints.usm.my/36611/1/art_8_(153-179).pdf
http://eprints.usm.my/36611/1/art_8_(153-179).pdf
https://doi.org/10.18052/www.scipress.com/ILSHS.61.105
https://doi.org/10.18052/www.scipress.com/ILSHS.61.105
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.mm.20120203.03
http://hdl.handle.net/10092/11441
https://doi.org/10.3846/bme.2014.240
https://doi.org/10.3846/bme.2014.240
https://doi.org/10.12720/joams.2.4.279-286
https://doi.org/10.12720/joams.2.4.279-286
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2013/6-2/4
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2013/6-2/4
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBIR.2019.098251
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBIR.2019.098251
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK481602/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK481602/
http://www.kasbs.or.kr/board/board.asp?act=detail_read%26bbs=learned_list%26ytop1=a%26no=133%26gubun=1#self
http://www.kasbs.or.kr/board/board.asp?act=detail_read%26bbs=learned_list%26ytop1=a%26no=133%26gubun=1#self
http://www.kasbs.or.kr/board/board.asp?act=detail_read%26bbs=learned_list%26ytop1=a%26no=133%26gubun=1#self
https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.1
https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.1
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.1.07
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.1.07
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/576596/
https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2011.555637
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221094
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221094
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v11i1.443
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v11i1.443
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946711001744
https://doi.org/10.6007/ijarbss/v5-i5/1595
https://seahipaj.org/journals-ci/sept-2018/IJBLR/full/IJBLR-S-2-2018.pdf
https://seahipaj.org/journals-ci/sept-2018/IJBLR/full/IJBLR-S-2-2018.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2021.2002501
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2021.2002501
http://www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/Service-Innovation-and-Competitive-Advantage.pdf
http://www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/Service-Innovation-and-Competitive-Advantage.pdf
http://www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/Service-Innovation-and-Competitive-Advantage.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2065948

Ekom Etim et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2220202
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202

Obuba, 0. K., & Alagah, A. D. (2022). Sensing capability
and organisational competitiveness of manufac-
turing firms in South-South, Nigeria. International
Academic Journal of Business Systems and
Economics, 8(1), 01-12. http://accexgate.com/wp-
content/uploads/2022/02/IAJBSE-2022-8-1-1.pdf

Ofoegbu, C. W., & Onuoha, B. C. (2018). Dynamic cap-
abilities and competitive advantage of fast foods
restaurants. International Journal of Management
Science and Business Administration, 4(3), 7-14.
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijmsba.1849-5664-5419.
2014.43.1001

Olori, W. 0., & Sylva, W. (2017). Corporate governance
system and entrepreneurial orientation in the bank-
ing sector: Evidence from a developing country.
International Journal of Innovation and Economic
Development, 2(6), 29-48. https://doi.org/10.18775/
ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.26.2003

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Collins, K. M. (2007). A typology
of mixed methods sampling designs in social
science research. The Qualitative Report, 12(2),
281-316. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/
2007.1638

Oy, Y. C, Hsu, L. C,, & Ou, S. L. (2015). Social capital and
dynamic capability driving competitive advantage:
The moderating role of corporate governance.
International Business Research, 8(5), 1-18. https://
doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v8n5p1

Paulo, R., Tiago, O., & Almira, F. (2019). The impact of
e-service quality and customer satisfaction on
customer behavior in online shopping. Heliyon, 5
(10), 23-34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.
e02690

Perano, M., Casali, G. L., & Abbate, T. (2018). Service
dominant logic, open innovation intermediaries and
innovative capacities: Towards a theoretical
framework. International Journal of Business &
Management, 13(10), 146-160. https://doi.org/10.
5539/ijbm.v13n10p146

Peteraf, M. A. (2016). The cornerstones of competitive
advantage: A resource-based view. Strategic
Management Journal, 14(3), 179-191. https://doi.org/
10.1002/smj.4250140303

Pettinger, T. (2017). International competitiveness
Accessed February 17, 2022. https://www.econom
icshelp.org/trade2/international_competitiveness/

Porter, M,, Sachs, J., & Warner, A. (2000). Executive summary:
Current competitiveness and growth competitiveness.
The Global Competitiveness Report 2000. Oxford
University Press. https://www.academia.edu/2917862/
Executive_summary_Current_competitiveness_and_
growth_competitiveness

Rahimli, A. (2012). Knowledge management and compe-
titive advantage. Information and Knowledge
Management, 2(7), 37-43. https://iiste.org/Journals/
index.php/IKM/article/view/3255

Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., & Straub, D. (2012). Editor’s com-
ments: A critical look at the use of PLS-SEM. MIS
Quarterly, 36(1), 3-14. https://doi.org/10.2307/
41410402

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J. M. (2015). SmartPLS
3. SmartPLS GmbH.

Roberts, P. W., & Amit, R. (2003). The dynamics of inno-
vative activity and competitive advantage: The case
of Australian retail banking 1981 to 1995.
Organization Science, 14(2), 107-122. https://doi.org/
10.1287/orsc.14.2.107.14990

Rubalcaba, L. (2022). Understanding innovation in edu-
cation: A service co-production perspective.
Economies, 10(5), 96-112. https://doi.org/10.3390/
economies10050096

- cogent.-business & management

Sachitra, V. (2016). Review of competitive advantage
measurements: Reference on agribusiness sector.
Journal of Scientific Research and Reports, 12(6),
1-11. https://doi.org/10.9734/JSRR/2016/30850

Salunke, S. J., Weerawardena, J., & McColl-Kennedy, R.
(2019). The central role of knowledge integration cap-
ability in service innovation-based competitive strategy.
Industrial Marketing Management, 76, 144-156. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.07.004

Samsudin, Z., & Ismail, M. D. (2019). The concept of the-
ory of dynamic capabilities in changing environment.
The International Journal of Academic Research in
Business & Social Sciences, 9(6), 1071-1078. https://
doi.org/10.6007/1JARBSS/v9-i6/6068

Schneider, S., & Spieth, P. (2013). Business model inno-
vation: Towards an integrated future research
agenda. International Journal of Innovation
Management, 17(1), 1340001. https://doi.org/10.
1142/5136391961340001X

Seo, J., Kim, J., & Choi, W. (2015). The effects of com-
mercialization capability in small and medium sized
businesses on business performances: Focused on
moderating effects of open innovation. Journal of
Management & Strategy, 6(2), 70-82. https://doi.org/
10.5430/jms.v6n2p70

Sylva, W., & Ojiabo, U. (2018). Infrastructure operation
capability and resilience of domestic airlines in
Nigeria: Does managerial proactiveness matter?
Information and Knowledge Management, 8(4), 50-
76. https://iiste.org/Journals/index.php/IKM/article/
view/42311/43578

Teece, D. J. (2010). Business models, business strategy
and innovation. Long Range Plan, 43(2-3), 172-194.
https://doi.org/10.1016/}.Irp.2009.07.003

Teece, D. J,, Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic
capabilities and strategic management. Strategic
Management Journal, 18(7), 509-535. https://doi.org/
10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509:AID-
SMJ882>3.0.C0;2-Z

Tovar, H. G., & Figueroaq, D. C. L. (2020). Identification
of managerial competencies of the organisational
leaders of the Passifloraceae production sector in
the Huila Department. Cuadernos de
Administracion, 36(67), 61-78. https://doi.org/10.
25100/cdea.v36i67.8453

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2004). The development and
validation of the organisational innovativeness
construct using confirmatory factor analysis.
European Journal of Innovation Management, 7(4),
303-313. https://doi.org/10.1108/
14601060410565056

Wanyama, E. W. (2020). Moderating influence of corporate
governance on organizational resources and perfor-
mance: Evidence from regional development authorities
in Kenya. Strategic Journal of Business & Change
Management, 7(3), 29-45. http://strategicjournals.com/
index.php/journal/article/view/1656

Weerawardena, J., & McColl-Kennedy, J. R. (2002). New
service development and competitive advantage:

A conceptual model. Australasian Marketing Journal,
10(1), 13-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/51441-3582(02)
70140-7

Wilden, R., Gudergan, S. P., Nielsen, B., & Lings, I.
(2013). Dynamic capabilities and performance:
Strategy, structure and environment. Long Range
Planning, 46(1-2), 72-96. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
rp.2012.12.001

World Economic Forum. (2014). The global competitive-
ness report 2014-2015.

Yang, H., Qiy, R., & Chen, W. (2019, November 25). Smart
service systems, operations management, and

Page 20 of 23


http://accexgate.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/IAJBSE-2022-8-1-1.pdf
http://accexgate.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/IAJBSE-2022-8-1-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijmsba.1849-5664-5419.2014.43.1001
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijmsba.1849-5664-5419.2014.43.1001
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.26.2003
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.26.2003
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2007.1638
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2007.1638
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v8n5p1
https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v8n5p1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02690
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02690
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v13n10p146
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v13n10p146
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140303
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140303
https://www.economicshelp.org/trade2/international_competitiveness/
https://www.economicshelp.org/trade2/international_competitiveness/
https://www.academia.edu/2917862/Executive_summary_Current_competitiveness_and_growth_competitiveness
https://www.academia.edu/2917862/Executive_summary_Current_competitiveness_and_growth_competitiveness
https://www.academia.edu/2917862/Executive_summary_Current_competitiveness_and_growth_competitiveness
https://iiste.org/Journals/index.php/IKM/article/view/3255
https://iiste.org/Journals/index.php/IKM/article/view/3255
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410402
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410402
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.2.107.14990
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.2.107.14990
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies10050096
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies10050096
https://doi.org/10.9734/JSRR/2016/30850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v9-i6/6068
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v9-i6/6068
https://doi.org/10.1142/S136391961340001X
https://doi.org/10.1142/S136391961340001X
https://doi.org/10.5430/jms.v6n2p70
https://doi.org/10.5430/jms.v6n2p70
https://iiste.org/Journals/index.php/IKM/article/view/42311/43578
https://iiste.org/Journals/index.php/IKM/article/view/42311/43578
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509:AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509:AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509:AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.25100/cdea.v36i67.8453
https://doi.org/10.25100/cdea.v36i67.8453
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
http://strategicjournals.com/index.php/journal/article/view/1656
http://strategicjournals.com/index.php/journal/article/view/1656
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1441-3582(02)70140-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1441-3582(02)70140-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.12.001

Ekom Etim et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2220202
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2220202

analytics. Proceedings of the 2019 INFORMS
International Conference on Service Science,

Pennsylvania, USA. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-

30967-1

Ying, Q., Hassan, H., & Ahmad, H. (2019). The role of
a manager’s intangible capabilities in resource
acquisition and sustainable competitive

- cogent.-business & management

performance. Sustainability, 11(2), 527-546. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su11020527

Zitkieng, R., Kazlauskieng, E., & Deksnys, M. (2015, May

28-30). Dynamic capabilities for service innovation.
Paper presented at Management International
Conference, Portoroz, Slovenia. https://www.fm-kp.si/
zalozba/ISBN/978-961-266-181-6/99.pdf

Appendix
Section A

Personal Data:

(1) Name of organisation ... ... ... et it iin ot it it i e e e e e e e e e e
(2) Gender: Male 1 Female

(3) Age: 20-35Years [—] 36-50Years ] 51 Years and above []

(4) Marital status: Single L]  Married ]

(5) Educational Qualification: WAEC-OND ]  HND/B.Sc [_] M.Sc. and above [_]
(6) Position in the organisation ... .......oo it iin i i i

(7) Work Experience 0-10Yrs ]  11-20Yrs ] 21-30Yrs 1 31-50Years ]
51 Years and above ]

Section B
Service System Innovation (SSI) Construct
This questionnaire is desired to gather information on the level of service system innovation in your
firm. Kindly, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the statement reflects the
situation in your organisation.

(5=Strongly agree, 4 =Agree, 3 =Undecided, 2 =Disagree, 1= Strongly disagree)

Section C

Firm Competitiveness (Com) Construct
Please tick one choice for each of the following statements as it is applicable to your organization.

(5=Strongly agree, 4 = Agree, 3 =Undecided, 2 =Disagree, 1= Strongly disagree)
Section D

Corporate Governance System (CGS) Construct
Please tick one choice for each of the following statements as it is applicable to your organization.

(1=strongly disagree, 2 =disagree, 3 =nor disagree nor agree, 4 =agree, 5 = strongly agree)
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Service System Innovation

S/IN Idea Development 1 2 3 4 5

1 We cultivate and utilize a variety of
sources for new ideas

2 We develop both formal and informal
methods of generating innovative
service ideas

3 We develop both formal and informal
methods of evaluating new service
ideas

4 We establish and maintain good

communication with suppliers, partners,
and customers as potential sources of
new ideas and enhanced market insight

5 We encourage the sharing of ideas and
knowledge across functional boundaries
within the organization

Service Development 1 2 3 4 5

1 We actively consider ideas and
suggestions from employees for new
service and improvements of old
services

2 New services initiatives are encouraged
and applauded

3 Our staff members are motivated to
support the firm’s new service
development efforts

4 Our functional areas or departments are
involved in developing new services

5 The IT systems used by those
developing new services are compatible
and reliable

6 We maintain back-office and

administrative IT systems that support
the firm’s new service development
efforts

7 Our employees are able to work
effectively in cross-functional teams to
design new services

Commercialization

1 We frequently conduct market analysis
to know changes in customers’ needs

2 We adopt innovative means to deliver
our services to our customers

3 We strongly adhere to our
commercialization schedule and
commitment to formal post-launch
reviews

4 We use joint venturing and other novel
marketing methods to commercialize
our innovations

5 We effectively monitoring our
environment to know the trending
marketing strategies

6 Our delivery time is dependable
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Firm Competitiveness 1 2 3 4 5

1 Our subscription charges are low in
comparison to our competitors

2 Our service charges are comparatively
lower than our rivals

3 Our total service cost has reduced over
the past three years

4 Our firm has the ability to compete
against the major competitors based on
low prices.

5 Our firm complete services are based on
quality specified

6 We offer services that are highly reliable

7 We offer services that are very durable

8 We offer high quality products to
customers

Corporate Governance System 1 2 3 4 5

1 The board is usually involved with top

management in determining
development systems that encourage
initiatives and creativity amongst

employees

2 The board is usually involved with
strategic innovative decisions with top
management.

3 The board of directors often discusses

and initiates where the organisation
should be headed in three years or more
on technological, product-market or
administrative innovation

4 The board sets clear organisational
priority on innovative activities for
the year ahead

5 The Governing Board members of my
firm are always attuned to the concerns
of a variety of stakeholders

6 The Governing Board members of my
firm actively provide insight, advice and
support on key decisions.

7 The Governing Board members of my
firm usually debate strategic decisions
openly and constructively during
meetings.
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